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To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



2006/P240

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."
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P475-1
Section 1.2.3 contains updated information on natural gas needs in
California. Forecast information has been obtained from the
California Energy Commission.

P475-2
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P475-3
Sections 4.7.4, 4.8.4, 4.9.4, and 4.18.4 discuss these topics.



From: MeredithInc@aol.com 
Sent: Monday, May 08, 2006 3:24 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: NO LNG PLANT OXNARD/MALIBU area 

Mr. Dwight Sanders: 

As a resident of Oxnard for 43 years I've seen unbelievable growth in this area.  
We have noise/air pollution; overcrowded schools; horrific traffic; bulging beyond 
the maximum medical facilities. 

Now we have LNG breathing down upon us.  Simply put: I and my family DON'T 
WANT THIS because it is a big polluter threatening our homes, schools, 
environment and our security.  Note we have Ventura County Navy Base (Pt. 
Mugu/Port Hueneme) that provides SECURITY, logistics and training support to 
numerous troops presently engaged in the "war" effort. These bases sit in the 
middle of this proposed venture.  Infact both bases overlook the Pacific ocean; 
one base represents "Naval Air" and the other "Naval Sea Systems Command," 
Washington, D. C. 

Think seriously about this and register a big NO on our behalf.  We don't want 
the LNG.  After almost 44 years living here, if the vote goes YES we will take our 
family and move out of California. 

Beverly Meredith Eck 
Oxnard, California 

P050-1

P050-2

2006/P050

P050-1
Sections 4.6.4 and 4.18.4 discuss the Project's potential impacts to
air and water quality, respectively. Section 4.2 and Appendix C
contain information on public safety.

The Department of Defense, including the Navy at Point Mugu, has
been consulted about this Project. Their input has been integrated
into the EIS/EIR.

P050-2
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2006/P378

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."
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P360-1
Lauraine Effress submitted this report to the California State Lands
Commission as a supplement to her oral testimony provided at the
Public Hearing evening session on April 19, 2006, in Oxnard,
California.

P360-2
Thank you for the information, which will be taken into account by
decision-makers when they consider the proposed Project.
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P424-1
The nature and extent of impacts associated with the Woodside
Natural Gas Project cannot be predicted with any certainty at this
time because the necessary environmental analyses have not yet
begun; therefore, it cannot be considered as an alternative.

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P424-2
Section 4.20.1.2 contains information on cumulative impacts of the
Woodside project. The Alaska natural gas pipeline has not been
approved.

P424-3
Section 4.3.1.4 contains additional and revised information on this
topic under "Disabled Vessels and Anchorage."



P424-3
Continued

P424-4

P424-5

2006/P424

P424-3 Continued

P424-4
Section 2.2.2.5 contains information on the FSRU's emergency
depressurizing and venting systems.

The venting of LNG carrier cargo tanks, while at sea, is permitted
by the International Maritime Organization's International Gas
Carrier Code (IGC Code) (Chapter 7.1.1.5). However, USCG
regulations prohibit cargo tank venting of natural gas in U.S.
waters, except in emergencies (46 CFR 154.1836).

Should Cabrillo Port receive a Federal deepwater port license and
a California State permit, the port operators will have to develop
detailed emergencies procedures that will address this proposed
scenario and incorporate them into the port operations manual. The
operations manual must be approved by the USCG (by both the
Coast Guard National Headquarters and Coast Guard Sector Los
Angeles/Long Beach Command staffs) prior to the port
commencing operations.

Any and all emergencies procedures (emergency response and
evacuation plan, facility security plan, vessel transit plan) that would
be implemented in the event of a disabled LNG carrier will be
closely monitored and coordinated with the Coast Guard Captain of
the Port/Officer in Charge, Marine Inspection serving as the Federal
On Scene Commander for emergency response. This would
include the FOSC authorizing cargo tent venting if it was critically
necessary to ensure the safety of lives.

P424-5
As discussed in Section 4.3.1.4, "[s]pecific casualty scenarios
would be addressed in detail in the contingency
response/emergency procedures portions of the Cabrillo Port
Deepwater Port Operations Manual that must be provided to and
approved by the USCG before the facility becomes operational (33
CFR 150.15)." Section 4.2.7.3 contains additional information on
this topic.



P424-5
Continued

P424-6

P424-7
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P424-5 Continued

P424-6
Thank you for the information.

P424-7
Section 4.3.4 Impact MT-7 discusses this topic.



P424-8
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P424-8
Thank you for the information.



April 25, 2006 

Attention:  Dwight E. Sanders, CA State Lands Commission 
From:        Octavio R. and RoseMarie Elias 
Re:             State clearinghouse # 2004021107 
                  Cabrillo Liquified Natural Gas Deepwater Port 

ACCIDENT  A happening that is not expected, foreseen or intended 
                      An unpleasant and unintended happening sometimes resulting from    
                     negligence that results in injury, loss, damage, etc.(def. Websters) 

We could add:  results from human error, terrorist activity, defective equipment or
 incorrect data used to calculate the extent of a vapor cloud fire on an unknown, untested 
technology or experimental installation

30-MINUTE WARNING 

The effect of an accident according to the revised EIR extends the vapor cloud fire up to 6.3 
miles (four times farther than originally thought).  What if the computer modules are wrong 
again?   Commercial shipping, recreational boaters and us residents of Oxnard would have a  
30-minute warning to run, to drive, to hide, to move, to escape, to evacuate???   

ON LAND  
a. There is no early warning alert system in place in Oxnard 
b. There is no easy evacuation from the beach neighborhoods 
       Oxnard Shores/Mandalay Shores neighborhood, The Colony, Hollywood Beach      
       and part of Mandalay Bay are connected by bridge to Oxnard proper.   
            1.   North on Harbor across the Santa Clara River 

2. East   on both Wooley Rd and Fifth Street over the Edison Canal 
3. East   on Channel Islands over the Channel Islands marina channel 

c. What is the average household age in these areas for evacuation in 30 minutes 
d. Have the elderly/handicapped been located, advised, planned for    
e. Has the increased traffic from hundreds of new homes under construction at 

Wooley/Victoria been addressed in case of evacuation 

AT SEA 
a. How long does it take to turn a ship or a boat to get out of harm’s way 
b. What mechanism is there for the safety of the crew of any vessel, facility, platform 

including those on the LNG tanker 

Who has the financial responsibility for medical expenses or death benefits due to accident 
caused by this installation and/or tanker on land or sea?   

We will appreciate your addressing our concerns.  Thanking you in advance. 

cc  kkusano@comdt.uscg.mil, ogginsc@slc.ca.gov, governor@governor.ca.gov,
mike.chrisman@resources.gov, tt@calepa.ca.gov, sanderd@slc.ca.gov
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P029-1
Thank you for the information.

Table 4.2-2 identifies representative hazards and threats
considered in the public safety analysis, including human error,
terrorist activity, and defective equipment.

The lead agencies directed preparation of the Independent Risk
Assessment (IRA), and the U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia
National Laboratories independently reviewed it, as discussed in
Section 4.2 and Appendix C. Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA (Appendix
C1) discuss the models and assumptions used and the verification
process. Sandia National Laboratories (Appendix C2) concluded
that the models used were appropriate and produced valid results.
Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU. The Cabrillo Port must be designed
in accordance with applicable standards, and the U.S. Coast Guard
has final approval. Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal
and State agency jurisdiction and cooperation. The Deepwater Port
Act specifies performance levels that all deepwater ports must
meet; Section 4.2.7.3 contains information on design and safety
standards for the deepwater port. Section 4.2.8.2 contains
information on pipeline safety and inspections. The EIS/EIR's
analyses have been developed with consideration of these factors
and regulations.

P029-2
Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix
C1) contain information on public safety impacts from various
incidents at the FSRU. The analysis indicates that the maximum
impact distance of an accident would involve a vapor cloud
dispersion extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU.
The FSRU would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles
(13.83 miles) offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident
involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the FSRU would
extend no closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles) from the
shoreline. Figure ES-1 depicts the consequence distances
surrounding the FSRU location for worst credible events.

P029-3
As discussed above, no evacuation of the areas cited would be
necessary as the consequences of an accident would not reach
shore.

P029-4
The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004



Draft EIS/EIR. Section 4.3.4 contains updated text on potential
impacts on marine traffic and mitigation measures to address such
impacts.

P029-5
Section 4.3.4 contains additional information on response by a ship
or boat to warnings. Measures for the safety of crew of any vessel
facility or LNG tanker are embodied in the various design
standards, safety systems, and safety standards. Crew safety is
regulated under OSHA and therefore not considered under NEPA
and the CEQA. See Sections 2.2.2.5, 4.2.7.3, 4.3.1.4, and
Appendix C3-2 for more information.

P029-6
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

2006/P029
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P212-1
Section 4.1.8.5 contains information on meteorology and climate in
the Project area, including average wind speed and direction.
Information on wind speed and direction is also summarized in
Appendix C2. Data presented are from National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Buoy 46025 (Catalina Ridge),
which is approximately 7 NM (8.05 miles) south of the proposed
FSRU site. Of the three buoys nearest the proposed FSRU site
(see Figure 4.1-1 for buoy locations), NOAA Buoy 46025 is the
most exposed and has the longest data record (1982 to 2004).
Information from NOAA Buoy 46053 was not used, as this buoy is
located in the Santa Barbara Channel, 12 NM (14 miles) southwest
of Santa Barbara and about 46.6 NM (53.6 miles) to the
west-northwest from the FSRU's proposed location in the Santa
Monica Basin. Data from land recording stations in Oxnard, such as
wind data available from the Western Regional Climate Center,
were not used in the analysis.

The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Sections 4.6.1.4 and
4.6.2 contain information on Project emissions of greenhouse
gases and recent California legislation regarding emissions of
greenhouse gases. Section 4.6.4 discusses the health effects
attributed to air pollutants and includes revised impacts and
mitigation measures.

As discussed in Impact AIR-8 in Section 4.6.4, an ambient air
impacts analysis was conducted using the Offshore and Coastal
Dispersion Model to evaluate potential impacts on ambient air
concentrations of pollutants at downwind locations in the Pacific
Ocean and along the coast of California (see Appendix G7 for a
summary of the analysis). As stated, "an air quality analysis of
criteria pollutants emitted from FSRU equipment and Project
vessels indicates that the projected increases in the ambient
concentrations of criteria pollutants would neither violate any
applicable air quality standards nor contribute substantially to
existing or projected air quality violations."



From: Eppolito [REppolito@verizon.net] 
Sent: Friday, May 12, 2006 12:50 AM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: anti LNG 

re:State clearing house number:2004021107

Dear Mr. Dwight Sanders,
    I am a resident and home owner in Oxnard. I sincerely hope a LNG project is not approved for 
our community. I am willing to pay higher prices  for natural gas and am willing to use less and to 
support alternative fuels.

Heidi Eppolito

V054-1

2006/V054

V054-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."
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To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



2006/P390

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



From: ALICIA.ESTRADA@usbank.com 
Sent: Thursday, April 13, 2006 5:15 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Cc: aestrada@socal.rr.com 
Subject: Cabrillo Port Project 

Importance: High 

Mr. Dwight Sanders 
California State Lands Commission 
Division of Environmental Planning and Management 
100 Howe Ave., Suite 100-South Sacramento, CA 95825-8202 
Email : BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 

RE:   Cabrillo Port LNG Terminal 
      State Clearinghouse No. 2004021107 

Dear Mr. Sanders: 

I hope the California State Lands Commission will give strong consideration to approving 
the Cabrillo Port Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) Deepwater Port. 
There are several reasons why this project needs to be approved. 

·     We need reliable supplies of natural gas to meet the growing demand. 
While there is an abundant supply, most of it is located in other parts of the world.  The 
delivery of LNG will become increasingly important. 

·     We need to stabilize natural gas prices.  Having another source of 
natural gas will help to moderate prices and, hopefully, prevent a recurrence of the high 
gas bills we had this past winter. 

·     LNG has been proven to be a safe, clean energy form. LNG can be 
safely converted to natural gas to heat our homes, cook our meals, fuel business 
operations, and more. 

·     The revised draft Environmental Impact Report has been re-worked with 
more information about the project’s environmental impacts.  It essentially shows that 
Cabrillo Port will have minimal impact on the environment and can be operated safely. 

I appreciate the time that the commission has taken to look into this project. It’s now 
time to get this project approved and permitted. 

Sincerely,

Alicia Estrada 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Electronic Privacy Notice. This e-mail, and any attachments, contains information that is, 
or may be, covered by electronic communications privacy laws, and is also confidential 
and proprietary in nature. If you are not the intended recipient, please be advised that 
you are legally prohibited from retaining, using, copying, distributing, or otherwise 
disclosing this information in any manner. Instead, please reply to the sender that you 
have received this communication in error, and then immediately delete it. Thank you in 
advance for your cooperation. 
======================================================
======================== 
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V009-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2006/P233

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."
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V200-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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P202-1
Section 4.6.4 contains information about impacts of the proposed
Project on air quality and mitigation that would be implemented.
Included also is a discussion of the impacts of Project emissions on
human health.
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V216-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2006/P417

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



From: Galen Fitzgerald [galenfitz@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 26, 2006 1:13 PM 
To: bhpreviseddeir@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: Cabrillo Port Comments 

My wife and I have lived in Ventura County since the early 1970’s and have watched 
growth take place from day one. Growth requires many things with increased energy 
supplies being one. After talking to the local Gas Company personnel, we discovered 
that we are at the end of the gas line and if any shortages occur in the future we 
would be in a very bad position. We have decided that we are definitely in favor of 
the Cabrillo Port project with our decision being based on common sense versus fear. 

We have attended several meetings concerning the project and have been interested 
in hearing about some of the reasons people have fear about the project. We 
listened as one lady said she was concerned because she thought the project would 
be putting a gas line under the street running by Saint John’s Hospital. Others fear a 
terrorist attack against the deep water port.  
Some fear an accident and a mushroom cloud. Is this really fear or an agenda 
against anything related to oil products? We have looked into the possible danger 
factor and have decided that we are a hundred times more likely to be killed in an 
auto accident than anything that might happen to Cabrillo Port.  
Driving an automobile is a risk we all accept on a daily basis. 

Now for the common sense items. LNG is a clean and safe source of natural gas that 
we need to warm our homes, cook our food, operate transportation vehicles, 
generate electricity and many, many other things. Supplies are dwindling while 
demands are increasing. Are we going to bury our heads in the sand while this 
happens? Cabrillo Port will be a safe, environmentally sound project that is located 
far off shore. Similar projects are located in densely populated areas without serious 
mishaps. 24 of Japan’s 40 LNG terminals are located near major cities. We have 
been impressed with BHP Billiton as a company that gives 1% of pre-tax profits to 
non-profit organizations in the local area. They would employ approximately 300 
people during construction and 100 during the operation phase. Economic benefits to 
the local area would amount to approximately 25 million dollars annually. I have 
heard the City of Oxnard is against this project. As a citizen of Oxnard, I would call 
this extremely short sighted and a wrong headed decision that should be reversed. 

For us, common sense wins out over fear hands down. We hope this project will be 
approved as soon as possible 

Galen and Joyce Fitzgerald 
1171 Fanshell Walk 
Oxnard, CA 93035 
805 985-5282 

V033-1
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V033-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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G204-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



From: kmrsfree@aim.com 
Sent: Monday, April 17, 2006 6:46 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Cc: news@malibusurfsidenews.com 
Subject: regarding the proposal for Cabrillo port 

To whom it may concern 
We are very distressed at the proposal to build a LNG terminal off the coast of Malibu. 
The gas pipelines will be running very close to the earthquake fault areas and could easily 
rupture should a major earthquake occur. This would cause a huge vapor cloud to head 
towards Malibu and Ventura and create a terrible environmental disaster. Should there be a 
tsunami as a result, the terminal could easily come off its moorings, just as the BHP Billiton 
gas terminal came off its moorings and floated 150 miles out to sea after hurricane Katrina. 
We surf regularly at Surfrider Beach and in Ventura. The coastline around Malibu has some 
of the clearest air in smog-filled LA. The 150 tons of smog producing chemicals that will be 
emitted by the terminal daily will destroy this clean air. The state parks have just purchased 
the land at the Rodeo campgrounds and evicted the long-time residents in order to create a 
state park. What is the point of them trying to preserve the environment when Malibu, 
Oxnard and Ventura air will be severly polluted?  
We will be at the public meeting at Malibu High School tomorrow and strongly urge that no 
LNG terminals be built off the Malibu/Oxnard/Ventura coasts.  This proposal will not benefit 
our community in any way and is an example of corporate greed. 
Zuzana and Scott Freeman 
20001 Valley View Drive 
Topanga CA 90290 

Check Out the new free AIM(R) Mail -- 2 GB of storage and industry-leading spam and email 
virus protection. 
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2006/P007

P007-1
Sections 4.11.1 and 4.11.4 contain information on earthquakes and
tsunamis. Section 4.2.8 discusses pipeline incidents.

P007-2
The Independent Risk Assessment (IRA), which was independently
reviewed by the U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia National
Laboratories, evaluates the consequences of a potential vapor
cloud (flash) fire, as discussed in Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA
(Appendix C1). The IRA determined that the consequences of the
worst credible accident involving a vapor cloud fire would be more
than 5.7 NM from shore at the closest point, as summarized in
Table 4.2-1. Figure 2.1-2, Consequence Distances Surrounding the
FSRU Location for Worst Credible Events, depicts the maximum
distance from the FSRU in any direction that could be affected in
the event of an accident. The shape and direction of the affected
area within the circle depicted in Figure 2.1-2 would depend on
wind conditions and would be more like a cone than a circle, but
would not reach the shoreline.

P007-3
Sections 4.11.1 and 4.11.4 contain information on geologic
hazards, including tsunamis, and mitigation measures to address
such impacts. For example, if the FSRU were to become
unmoored, the patrolling tugboats would be used to hold it in place.
Section 4.3.1.4 addresses this topic.

P007-4
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses
the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised
impacts and mitigation measures.

P007-5
Sections 4.6.4 and 4.18.4 and 4.15.4 provide information on the
Project's potential impacts on air, water quality and recreation.

P007-6
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



From: Alan [alanf_45@adelphia.net] 
Sent: Monday, May 08, 2006 12:46 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: LNG permitting 

Gentlemen:

I believe I have a possible solution to the serious problem of public concern about a LNG facility off 
shore near Oxnard and or Ormond Beach.

The solution is simple; simply move the location of the floating terminal further South, offshore of 
the Naval Air Station at Pt Magu or further South offshore of 
land that is virtually uninhabited or seldom used, such as the military firing range South of the Naval 
Airfield.

Then, should the unthinkable occur and a disaster strike, it affects very few people.  

Why place so many thousands of civilians in danger when, if the risk is so low, when by moving it 
South to an uninhabited area, only a small number of military personnel are in danger.

Sincerely,

Alan Friedman, PhD

P047-1

P047-2

2006/P047

P047-1
The deepwater port would be 12.01 nautical miles (13.83 miles)
offshore and south of Point Mugu, as shown on Figure ES-1.
Section 3.3.7 addresses other locations from Point Conception
south to north of the San Diego Harbor that have been considered
as potential locations for both offshore and onshore LNG facilities.

P047-2
Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix
C1) contain information on public safety impacts from various
incidents at the FSRU. The analysis indicates that the maximum
impact distance of an accident would involve a vapor cloud
dispersion extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU.
The FSRU would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles
(13.83 miles) offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident
involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the FSRU would
extend no closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles) from the
shoreline. Figure ES-1 depicts the consequence distances
surrounding the FSRU location for worst credible events.
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2006/P213

P213-1
Sections 4.18.1, 4.18.2, and 4.18.4 contain information on water
quality and sediments.

P213-2
Project impacts on coastal ecosystems would be limited to the
pipeline corridor during construction and operation (see Section
2.1). The shore crossing required for the proposed Project would be
installed beneath Ormond Beach. With the proposed mitigation, the
potential impacts of construction, operation, or an accident on
terrestrial biological resources would be reduced to a level that is
below the significance criteria.

Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix
C1) contain information on public safety impacts from various
incidents at the FSRU. The analysis indicates that the maximum
impact distance of an accident would involve a vapor cloud
dispersion extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU.
The FSRU would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles
(13.83 miles) offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident
involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the FSRU would
extend no closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles) from the
shoreline. Figure ES-1 depicts the consequence distances
surrounding the FSRU location for worst credible events.

P213-3
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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